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~ The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address ~ 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, tiowever, may a reply be timety filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified at>ove is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will bo considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply Is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)^ Responsive to connmunication(s) filed on 25 April 2000 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonmal matters, prosecution as to the nnerits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) K Clainn(s) 1-14 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 1-14 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) S The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
!!)□ The proposed drawing confection filed on is: a)n approved b)n disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) n The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

1 3) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)nAII b)n Some*c)n None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the Intemational Bureau (POT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 

Attachnrient(s) 

1 ) H Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) \Z\ Inten^iew Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s). . 

2) O Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) Q Notice of Infomial Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 6) □ Other 
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DETAILED ACTION 

L Claims 1-14 have been examined 

Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. Page 8 line 22, "Internet connection device 120" should be changed to "Internet 
connection system 120" to keep the consistency through the specification. 

b. Page 8 line 24, "Internet connection systems that provider faster data. . ." should 
be changed to "Internet connection systems that provide faster data. . ." 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. Claim 2 Hnes 2-3, "if said the Internet" should be changed to "if said Internet". 
Appropriate correction is required. 



aaim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 6 recites the limitation "said external data appliance device" in lines 1 and 2. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim and the claim it is 
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dependent on (claim 1). The Examiner views claim 6 is dependent on claim 5 for further 
examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed imder the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1-4, 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Unger et 
al, US Patent Number 6,230,168, hereinafter Unger. 

8. Referring to claim 1, Unger has taught a method for handling browser requests for more 
than one data service with a personal proxy program (Figures 1 1 and 12), said method 
comprising: 

a. accessing a browser's Internet settings (Col 12 Hnes 56-57); 

b. storing said browser's Internet settings (Col 12 lines 57-59); 

c. setting said browser to access said personal proxy program (Col 1 1 line 66 - Col 
12 line 4); 

d. accepting in said personal proxy program a request from said Internet browser 
(Col 12 line 66 - Col 13 line 2, and Col 13 lines 22-25); 

e. selecting a handler to handle said request (Col 12 line 66 - Col 13 line 6); and 
f directing said request to said handler (Col 13 lines 1-6); 
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9. Referring to claim 2, Unger has further taught wherein directing said request to said 
handler comprises directing said request to the Internet using said Internet settings if said 
Internet should handle said request (Col 13 lines 22-25, and Col 12 lines 15-17); 

10. Referring to claim 3, Unger has further taught wherein directing said request to said 
handler comprises directing said request to a second program running on a computer 
system (see Figure 1 1, a computer system, such as a personal computer, inherently has 
programs (computer codes, as second program mentioned in the claim)) that is running 
said personal proxy program (Col 13 line l-3)(without this "second program", the 
personal proxy program itself would not function. And the request that is being directed 
to the personal proxy is also inherently being directed to the second program since the 
computer code that is running the personal proxy must also receive the request in order to 
process and send out the requests.) 

11. Referring to claim 4, Unger has further taught wherein said second program comprises a 
local cache sever if said local cache sever should handle said request (see Figure 1 1 and 
12, items 86 and 112.) 

12. Referring to claims 13-14, claims 13-14 encompass the same scope of the invention as 
that of the claims 1-2. Therefore, claims 13-14 are rejected for the same reason as the 
claims 1-2. 



aaim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 5-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Unger in 
view of Smith, US Patent Number 6,557,756, hereinafter Smith. 

15. Referring to claim 5, Unger has taught an invention as described in claim 1, However 
Unger has not taught wherein the request is being direct to an external data appliance 
device. 

However, Smith has taught a method of controlling TV functionality in Internet- 
browsing apparatus that is using a browser to navigate a web page and use the web page 
to control the remote TV (Col 5 lines 12-16, TV is viewed as an external data appliance). 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the teaching of Unger such that to direct the request to 
an external data appliance because both Unger and Smith have taught inventions of 
directing requests from the user browsers to request remote services. 

A person with ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make the 
modification to Unger because having Unger 's system to direct the request to external 
appliance device as taught by Smith would allow Unger 's system to have the home 
automation capability to control home appliances through personal proxy, 

16. Referring to claim 6, Unger has modified has fiirther taught wherein directing said 
external data appliance device receives data from a data broadcast network (Smith, Col 
16 lines 28-33, Col 7 lines 18-20, and figure 9 item 53.) 
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17. Referring to claim 7, claim 7 encompass the same scope of the invention as that of the 
claim 1, except the limitation of the second request handler. However, Smith has taught a 
method of using the user browser to control the external appliance device (Col 5 lines 12- 
16). 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the teaching of Unger such that to have the second 
handler to handle the request that is directing the external appliance device because both 
Unger and Smith have taught inventions of directing requests from the user browsers to 
request remote services. 

A person with ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make the 
modification to Unger because having Unger's system to direct the request to external 
appliance device as taught by Smith would allow Unger' s system to have the home 
automation capability to control home appliances through personal proxy 

18. Referring to claim 8, Unger has modified has further taught, wherein said firs request 
handler comprises Internet (Col 12 lines 15-17, and Figure 1). 

19. Referring to claim 9, Unger as modified has further taught wherein first request handler 
comprises directing said request to a second program running on a computer system (see 
Figure 1 1, a computer system, such as a personal computer, inherently has programs 
(computer codes, as second program mentioned in the claim)) that is running said 
personal proxy program (Col 13 line l-3)(without this "second program", the personal 
proxy program itself would not function. And the request that is being directed to the 
personal proxy is also inherently being directed to the second program since the computer 
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code that is running the personal proxy must also receive the request in order to process 
and send out the requests.) 

20. Referring to claim 10, Unger as modified has fiirther taught wherein said first request 
handler comprises a local cache sever if said local cache sever should handle said request 
(see Figure 1 1 and 12, items 86 and 1 12.) 

21 . Referring to claim 11, Unger as modified has fiirther taught wherein said first handler 
comprises external data appliance (Col 5 lines 12-16, TV is viewed as an external data 
appliance). 

22. Referring to claim 12, Unger has modified has fiirther taught wherein directing said 
external data appliance device receives data from a data broadcast network (Smith, Col 
16 lines 28-33, Col 7 lines 18-20, and figure 9 item 53.) 

Conclusion 

23. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Applicant is reminded that in amending in response to a rejection of claims, 
the patentable novelty must be clearly shown in view of the state of the art disclosed by 
the references cited and the objection made. Applicant must show how the amendments 
avoid such references and objections. See 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1(c). 

24. Fields et al., US Patent Number 6,412,008, has taught a system for cooperative 
client/server customization on web pages. 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi'om the 
examiner should be directed to Liang-che Alex Wang whose telephone number is (703) 
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305-8159. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday, 8:30 am to 
5:00 pm. 

26. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T Alam can be reached on (703)308-6662. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306 
for regular communications. 

27. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 



Liang-che Alex Wang -^j^ 
October 16*, 2003 



Yv^^Ou^A 

HOSAIN ALAM 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



